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aupivsi ot' at it HAVI.V.

OK VIEUJNIA,
In tht IIuum of JKapreamfatfass, Junr, 30, 1»4ti.On

the tariff bill.
Mr. BAYLY aaid:
Mr. Chairman: Unlike (be gentleman from Ohio,
Mr. BaiNKKRiiorr,] I shall vote with great pleaa«tft* the lull reported from the Comintttea of
Ways and Mbaiie, with auch auiendinants aa it la

understood the chairman of that committee will pro poat,although it may not be prrciaely auch a bill
aa I could deaira. But it ia a great.a very great
improvement ufion the tariff act of 1812, and ia in

every reapeel a much better bill than I had hoped
we should be able to paaa at ao early a date.
It ia true, I never doubted that aooner or later we

would return to correct principlea of legislation on

tkie subject But I had hardly hoped that the day
of regeneration would have arrived ao aoon. In
the act ef 1842 the inoat univeraally recogntaed
revenue principlea were diaregarded. I hold it to
be an incontrovertible priwipie that the burdens of
taxation ahould be princifmlly borne by the wealthy
and not by the poor. Government ia instituted
for the joint protection of persona and property.
The wealthy enjoy a greater amount of proteetion,
and ought to pay more for it. Beaidee, a lax falla
more eaaily upon them, aa they make a smaller
sacrifice in paying it. It ia a kindred principle,
equally well recognised, that taxes ahould rather
be impoaed upon luxuries which may be dispensed
with, than upon necessaries which cannot. In the
former caae the tax ia voluntary; in the latter it is

unavoidable. Both of theae principles are glaringly
violated ui the act referred to. The highest duties
are placed upon neceaaariea, and articles principally
consumed by the poor, and the lowest upon luxuries,and auch aa are mostly consumed by the rich.
Tbia has been so frequently and incontratnbly
proven that u would be superfluous fur me to go
into detail to establish it now. Thta condemns the
law as a revenue measure. But it was enacted
for the purposes of protection. Protection is
numped upon every feature of it. Nor is it necessaryto stop to prove this. |t is defended as a protectivetariff; and so far from any one's denying thai
it is such, we are told throughout the debate

I that a law framed upon any other principle would
l>e destructive to the best interests of the people. It
being conceded to be a tariff levied for the purposesof protection, the first question which suggests
itself is, Had the Congress which enacted it any
warrant in the constitution for doing so /

1 approach, Mr Chairman, this branch of the argumentwith reluctance. I know that there is a

great and growing indisposition in this House to
listen to an argument against any measure based
upon the denial of the constitutional authority of
Congress to pass it. We have been told by a gentlemanfrom Vermont, [Mr. Collamcs,] a jurist,
standing high in the confidence of his party, that the
constitution is of no avail as a restraint on Congress,or any farther than aa it prearribea the forma
of government. 1 knew that his party for a long
time had acted upon this idea, but I did not expect
to hear it so soon. arvd so authoritatively announced
Mr. CoLLSMxa hers interposed, and said that he

had not expressed so opinion thai such ought to be
the ease, but only that such was the case.
Mr. Batlt. That only makes the matter worse,

(tie not announced aa the opinion of a very intelgentand observant gentleman, but by aueh an one u

afitl. I hope he ia mistaken. I hope, at so early a

icriod in our national existence, the constitution has
not already ceased to be, what its framers derigncd
it, a limit .tion of power in Congress and a restraint

upon it. I hope the time haa not already arrived
when the discretion of Congress, and not the constitution,is the measure of its power. If ao, a revolutionhas already taken place.stealthily and unobservedby the people, it is true, but no less mighty
on that account. But, sir, although I cannot admit
that events have already carried ua to this point, yet
I see that they are rapidly tending to it. This imposesupon such of us as value the constitution as

something more than a book of forms, who cherish
its checks and balances, its limitations and restraints
as the palladium ofour liberties, the doty of appeslingto and proclaiming, and, aa far as we can, of sustainingits supremacy. Sir, at the risk of ridicule,
and being pointed at as a Virginia abstractionist,I mean, as long ns I remain in public
life, to support and defend the constitution as the
fathers of the republic made and construe*] it, and
as the administration of the government has more

than once been revolutionized to maintain it. Sir,
on this occasion, I appeal to the constitution, not as

a dead form, but as still a living thing; and thus appealingto it, I desire it shall be shown tn which ol
its clauies you find the power delegated to enact a

protective tariff? Unless this can be done, it
must be abandoned. Let us see if it can be done.
All of the powers of the general government arc

derivative. It posaesscs no power which is not

delegated. By an express provision of the constiftution itself, it is declared that "the powers not delegatedto the United States by the constitution, nor

prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the
States respectively, or to the people." The constitutionnot only contains a delegation of powers, but
to a great extent of the means by which they are to
be executed, and the ends for which they are to lie
exercised. If, therefore, the clause cannot be pointedout in which this power is delegated, either in
express terms or by necessary implication as a

means or an end, it cannot be maintained. The
power in question, is claimed by some as conferred in
the power to lay and collect taxes, duties, dfce.; and
by others br an incident to the power to regulate commerce.Before 1 proceed to examine these two
clauses in detail, I think it proper to submit a few
general remarks. It will scarcely lie disputed that,
in exercising a power expressly granted, you must
not lose sight of the purpose for which it was

granted. If yon exercise such a power for purI
poses not contemplated, you as effectually viol .te
the constitution as if you usurp a power altogether.
nna it is equally clear, upon every principle ui cunHtrwtionapplicable to our constitution, trial a powerclaimed as an incidental one must not be a distinct,independent, and substantive prerogative, of
equal consequence, and more especially of superior
consequence, to others expressly granted. For you
cannot auppose that when the framers of the constitutiontook the pains to make a minute enumerationof such powers, it meant to confer others, by
mere implication, of as great importance.

Bearing these princi ilea in mind, which will
scarcely be contested, let us examine the two
clauses under which the power to enact a protective
tariff is sought to be derived. The first is in these
words:
"The CongreM shall have power to lay ami collect laxe*.

duties, imposts, and excites, to psy the debts and provide
fnr the common defence and general welfare of the United
Steles; but all duties, imposts, and excises shall tie uniform
throughout the United States."

Here, it is said, is an express authority to lay and
collect taxes, duties, and imposts; and the tariff of
1842 is nothing more than a law doing it. This is
true. But it must not be forgotten that the purposesfor which the power is jriven are as explicitly
stated as the power itself. The power is to raiae
money, and the purpose to discharge tho pecuniaryliabilities and engagements of the government. This
is the purpose, and not to encourage manufactures.
But to this it is answered that the purpose for which
the power is delegated, is not on'y to pay the debts,
but to provide for the common defence and general
welfare; and it is contended that if Congress shall
be of opinion that these objects will be promoted by
a protective tariff, it has the power expressly giver
to enact it for that purpose. In other words, the
power is claimed under what is familiarly called thi
"general-welfare doctrine." This doctrine has beer
so frequently exploded that I feel indisposed to sa)
ntueh in reference to it. Admit it to he true, anc
you make almost every other clause of the consti
tution aurplusage. There is very little pertaining
to government which may not be done under thi
weeping power to provide for the general welfare
But there is nothing superfluous in the constitution
It i«as remarkable for its literary execution as fo
its political wisdom.
Urant this doctrine, and you subvert the whole
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character of the government. In plsc# of being one v
of few end delegated powers, it would be one poo- fi
aesaing them to the most sweeping and absolute ex- l
tent. Consider fur a moment that the constitution o
confers upon Congress the power to make all laws n

necessary and proper for carrying into execution li
the granted powers, and declares upon its very face l,
that all Stale laws and constitutions at variance c
with them shall be superseded, and do you not see s

that the doctrines contended for, if conceded, would «

strip the States of all powers and centre tlieui in a
the general government!' c

It ia ini|M>ssible 'hat such a suicidal construction a
can be correct. No construction of a particular I
clause which subverts the chsrarlor of the wholt in- f
airumeiu can uy possibility Ua correct, u is vary a
clear thai the term* referred to are not designed as v

conferring tuiy distinct power, but as a general de- s

wgnalion of the purposes for which the powers del- «

egated are to be executed. The effect is precisely f
the same as if the words used had been added at the t
end of each clause of the section conferring powers 1
upodtCongresa, in place of being added et the end t
of but one. This was the view taken in the State t
conventions which adopted the constitution by all t

of ita I t muds, particularly by Mr. Madison and Mr. '

George Nicholas, in the Virginia convention. Speak- i'
lng of this clause, the letter gentleman said: I

"its had emtsavorvd to show tiu rommittse llut it only
rmpswrml I suitress to stake sucli lews ss would be aeoea.

sry to enable them lo pay the public debts sad provide fur
the cuniaiou delsncs tbst Ibis general wclfais su umtod
not te the general powsr of IsgislstiuD. but to the pa/tieuIsrpower of tsyiug snd roUreting Uses, imposts snd saCl>f>tor the purposs of paylug Ibe debts snd providing lor
the common defence tbst is, thst they could roiss as much
mosey ss would pay the debts snd provide for the comniou
defence in ronsruusuce of this powsr. The clause which
hod been affectedly celled the iu ttpmf clause, contained no
new grant of power. To illustrate this position, he ob
served, if it had been added el the end of every one of the
enumerated powers, instead of being inserted st tbe sod at
ell. it would be obrious to any one that Itwes no augments
lion of power As it would grant no new power if Inserted
at tbe end of ssch clouse, it could not when subjoined to
tho whole."
This is obviously the correct view. In fact, the

words in question, so fsr from being designed as an

enlargement of the powers of Congress, were designedas a restriction. Congress not only tnay not
do whatever it may fancy will provide for the generalwelfare, but it may not evan exerciae the powers
expressly granted for any other purpose than to promotethe otNcnai. welfare. The powers granted
are not to be used for special, but general purposes
.not for sectional, but for national purposes. This
view alone is fetal, aa will be hereafter shown, to the _

tariff act of 1842, the operation of which is particularlysectional.
It ia thus shown that the tefms general welfare

do not enlarge the purposes for which duties may
be levied; and that the encouragement of manufacturesis not one of tbem. This being clear, you
cannot, without committing a fraud upon the constitution,levy them for the purpose of proieetion,
under the pretext of doing it for revenue. I repeat,
the object for which the power iff exercised must
not be lost sight of. Under the clause in question
you may tax the land. But will any one maintain
that you may do so, constitutionally, for the purposeof discouraging agriculture and driving people
into other pursuita? You can do that as legitimatelyas you can tnx commerce and agriculture for the
benefit of manufactures, and thus entice the people
into that pursuit.

If these views require confirmation, it will be
found in the proceedings of the federal convention.
On the 28th of August, near the close of the convention,when most of the provisions of the constitutionhad been agreed upon:

'Mr Madison moved that the word* 'nor lay imposts or
riatiea on import!,'be transferred from article IS. where the
content ot the general leglaleture may license the net. Into
article IS, which will make the prohibition on the States
absolute. He observed, that as the States Interested in this

Gw-er. by which they could ta* the imports of theii neigh
rs pasting through their marketa, were a majority, they

could gire the roneent of the legislature to the injury of
New Jersey, North Carolina tic
"Mr. Williamson seconded the motion.
"Mr Sh rman thought the power might safely to the legislatureof tho new F ailed States

to fftcovrag* hy import iIoUm. rortoin m*nnfft£tnrev for
whirh tlwjr enjoyed natural advantages -aa Virginia, tbe
manufacture orhamp. lie.
"Mr Madiiori. The encouragement of manufactures in

that mode requires duties, not only on imports directly
from foreign countries, but from the other States in the
Union, which'would revive all the mischiefs experienced
from the want of a general government over commerce.*'

Mr. Madison's proposition was lost by a vote uf
four States to seven.
The proposition of Mr. Madison to make the

p ohibition on the States absolute whs voted down.
But to obviate the objection, that as the States interestedin the power by which they could levy
duties upon the imports of their neighbors passing
through their markets were a majority, they could
give the consent of the legislature, and under the
pretext of encouraging their manufactures tax the
others, Mr. Sherman moved to add after the word
"exports," in the 10th section of the 1st article of
the constitution as it now stands, the words "nor
with such consent but for the use of the United
States." What was said in the convention upon this
occasion is so important, 1 consider it proper to

present it entire:
"Mr. Sherman moved to odd after the word 'exporti' the

words 'not with such consent but for the use of the United
States.' so as to carry the proceeds of all State duties on

imports <>i exports into the common treasury.
Mr MadifOA liked the motion as preventing all State

Imports; but lamented the complexity we weregivingto
the commercial system.
"Mr. Gouverneur Morris thought the regulation neces

sary to prevent the Atlantic States from endeavoring to
tax the western States, and promote their interest by opbdflRffthe navigation of the Mississippi, which would
drive the western peo:de into the arms ot Great Britain.
"Mr. Clymer thought the encouragement of the western

country was suicide on the part of the »M States ft the

Statea hare auch different interesta that they cannot he left to

regulate their own manufacturet without encountering the
interests of other States, it is proof they ure not fit to composeone nation.
"Mr. King w as afraid that the regulation moved by Mr

Sherman w ould too much interfere with the policy of the
States reapirtin^ thrii mnunjiicturss. which may hi mri-stary
Revenue, Us StrtittDSD tus hoi\se, w as thf. object of tiie

general i. f.o irc. a tv re."

Here we find that the motion to make the prohibitionupon the States to lay imposts or duties on

imports absolute was resisted upon the ground that
particular States might desire to lay them for the encouragementof certain manufactures, for which
they enjoyed natural advantages. Well, what was

the reply? Was it that power was already conferredupon the general government to levy imposts
for that purpose?.that when levied by Congress
they would be much more efficacious, and, therefore,there was no occasion to reserve the power
to the States? This unquestionably would have
been the conclusive reply if the facts would have

justified it. A like reply was always a favorite one j
in the convention in similar cases. Very many examplesmight be given of this; the debates are full
of them. In the proceeding which took place im-
1- * -1. I--C Uri.i/*t. I nm referring this
umiciy uciujc mio %w -.

reply war given.
Mr. Madison moved to insert after the word "reprisal"in the 10'h section of 1st article of the constitutionas it now stanos, the words "nor lay embargoes.""He insisted that such acts by the

Statfs would be unnecessary, impolitic, and unjust."
"Mr. Sherman thought the State# ought to retain thja

power in order to prevent fullering and injury to their
poor."
"Mr. Oonvernour Morriaconsidered the provision ft» tinnecenary,the power of regulating trade between State and

Htate, already reateil in the general legislature being audicient."
And in the rase we are considering, if the membersof the convention had supposed that the generalgovernment possessed the trower to levy imposts

for the purposes of protection, the reply to Col.
Mason would have been not only that the power
already conferred upon the general legislature was

sufficient for that purpose, but that being vestocj
there, it cou Id be much more efficiently exercised by
it than the States.so much more so that even if reservedto the States it would not be exerted. But
so far from this being the anewer, one is given
which shows in the clearest manner the inexpediencyof conferring upon the general government
any such power; and that the power actually conferredwas for revenue purposes, and for revenue

purposes only.
Mr. Madison knew that the several States were

suited for manufactures, and prepared to engage in
them in different degrees. And ne saw that such ot
them as enjoyed groat natural advantages, and were

in other respects better fitted to commence manufac'turing, would get the s'art of those who were not so

> much favored; after which any protection to the latter
' by imposts would be unavailing which did not
I seenre them as well against the competition of the

former at of foreign nations Our subaequent
t experience has demonstrated the soundneaa of
s these views. Let n.e put it to any memberwhose constituents have not yet entered
. upon manufacturing, if they desire to do it,
r against whom will they moat require protection?.

other States of this Union or foreign nations? If
Ohio desired to-day to engage in manufactures.
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riioae coni|*iiiion would ike have iiiKul cause u
earl.thai of Old England or New England? A
o iny own State, and more particularly as to in]
wn diatrtct, I can apeak with confidence. W
nanufactured to a much greater extent.incJudiui
louaebold manufacture.before the era of protec
ive tar ills than we do now; and the trades and nie
hanic mi were much mora flourishing. As youn|
man as 1 am, I can recollect when the poor wo

iieu in the country made a good living by apinoinind weaving.the only way, almost, in which the]
an be suitably and comfortably employed, as loo(
s they remain in the country, where they ought ti
* permitted lo remain; and there was scarcely
eiuily which was not, to a great extent, clothed.
ind most neatly and tctll clothed.in linens am
yoollens of household manufacture; whereas now

icarcely ever see a roll of home-made linena o
voollena, and none in the stores for sale, whar
drmerly they were constantly found. And as t
he mechanics, their business is almost entirely bru
ten up by Yankee competition. I can racollec
alien every neighborhood had its shoemaker, it
ailor, its saddler, its hulter; but now our shoes, ou
lollies, our hats, our saddles, our axes, hoes- -si
nost everything made in a blacksmith's shop.ii
act almost everything made by the mechanic.I
irought from the north.

.VI r MhJuuiii Mti/i th« fmmara <V ihn eAnaiiliiluti

oiesow that protection by the general governmsri
would not operate equally throughout the (Juion
ind that to make it effectual in many of the Statea
t would lie necessary to levy duttee not only upot
mportaUoua from foreign naliona, but from the sis
er Statea. This latter ne waa unwilling to do, fo
.he reauona aaatgned.
From theae proceedinga, it eppeare that Mr. Mad

son desired to make the prohibition on the Slate
or laying imposts absolute. But it waa objects
hut some of the States might desire to impose then
'or the purpose of encouraging their manufacturer
I'o this it was not replied.as it would have been i

t could have been with truth.that the powrr to di
hat was vested in the general government, where
would be much more effectual. On the contrary
Vfr. King, who was friendly to retaining th
ower tor the Stales, said expresaly that rev
tnue waa the object of the power in the genera
government. The convention refused to make th
irohibition absolute. But to obviate the ohjectioi
hat some of the Statea, under lite pretext of an
:ouraging their tnajiuiactures, would lax their neigh
>ors who imported through thrir ports.as Nev
lereey, for instance, through Philadelphia, arv
Sorin Carolina through Norfolk.they were re

luirrd not only to get the consent of Congress, bu
o carry the proceeds of the duties into the conimoi
reasury- And thia was done in the teeth of th
irgument of Mr. Clymer, already quoted, and th
<bjreiionof Mr. King, that it "would too much in
erfere with the policy of the States respecting tbei
nanufaciurea."
Col. Mason, who was one of the greatest me

n that age of great men, and who waa as remarks
ile lor his republican simplicity as for his great po
men sagacity and wisdom, agreed with Mr. King
le knew that the power to levy imposts, delegaiei
o the general government, waa only for revenu

lurposes; and he thought that the restrictions pro
loaed would ao trammel the States as in fact to ex
inguish the power to levy duties on imports for th
tncouragemenl of manufactures. He had show
limself throughout the convention to be friendly t
hat object; and after he had found, an he ihoughi
hat all other modes had failed, he proposed, as wi
lereafter appear, a voluntary association of mem
>ers of the convention for the purpose. From a

his, it is clear that the power to levy imposts fo
he purpose of protection is not vested in the generi
{ovrrnment, but that it waa reserved to the Slates t
triable them to encourage their manufactures; an<
he restrictions contained in the constitution wer

leaigned to prevent the perversion of the powei
Vow, if the protectionists in this House are willin,
.o confine themselves to thia only constitutions
tiouc, i am sure mat we, on una sine, win intei
>oae no obstacle. Wc will give them at once th
imsent q( Congreua to W»y, under the eeeae««tion
if the constitution, as high duties in their own port
a they pleaae. And aa it is for the encouragemen
if their manufactures, and not ours, they ought t
rgard this proposition as reasonable. It is trut
he duties collected will go into the. federal treasury
nut as these gentlemen have assured us ihroughou
litis debate that these duties come out of the foreigr
r, and not the home consumer, they will nc

ibjeet to this. Of course not, if they believe in th
truth of their argument.
But they will object to it. It will not answe

their purpose to tax solely their own people to en

courage their own manufactures. No; what the
desire is to tax our people for their benefit. The;
want to compel us to purchase their fabrics at a high
er price than wc can get them elsewhere; and if the
can do that, it is a mntter of indifference to ther
if they destroy our commerce, impair the value o

our exports, and injure our agriculturo.
The power to enact a protective tariff is als<

claimed under the power to regulate commerce,

greatly fear this clause is fast becoming what th
toe we have been discussing was styled in the fed
cral convention."the iwer.rinncl*uib." Almoi
every imaginable power is claimed under it. Bui
thank God, there is no "sweeping clause"in the cor
stitution. The framers of it placed no such claus
there; and I hope others may not be permitted t
do it by construction. I admit, at once, the powe
of Congress to levy countervailing duties for th
purpose of rt'&'ulating commerce. But I renes

ugain, the pur|>oee must not be lost sight of. bit
criminating duties cannot be levied, under the claus
in question, for any other purpose than to regulat
commerce. And when they are levied for this put
pose, it is not lo impose permanent burdens anil r«

llrictions, but with the view of resisting, as th
best way to procure the removal of restrictions nni
obstructions. With this view wc consent to sub
init to a temporary inconvenience, for the purpoe
of forcing the concession of a permanent good
And when tlicy are thus levied, it is to resist injus
lice, the remedy for which is injurious to us, an
which ought no! to be enforced a day longer than th
necessity exists. As soon as it accomplishes it
purpose, it should be abandoned. This is the viei
which Mr. Jefferson and Mr. Madison always too
of the subject. In his celebrated report on commei
rial privileges and restrictions, made on the 16th c

December, 171)3, aficr showing the extent of thert
itrictions on the commerce and navigation of th
United States, Mr. Jefferson said:
"The question is, in what way they may best be remove:

modified, or counteracted.
"A* to commerce, two method* occur.. I. By friendl

irrnngements with the aeveral nation* with whom the«e r
frictions exist; or '2. By the neparnte act of our own legi
lature* for countervailing their elfeols
"There can he no doubt hut that of these two, friendl

arrangement is the most eligible, instead of embnrrassiri
commerce under pile* of regulating law*, duties, and proli
hitlons, could it he relievedfrom >iIT it* shackle* in ail par
of the world; could every country he employed in produ
Ing that which nature hastiest fitted it fc produce, and eat

tie free to exchange with others mutual surpluses for m
lual want*, the greatest mass possible would then he pr
(lured of those things which contribute to human life at

human happiness; trie numbers of mankind would lie i
creased and their condition bettered.

" tVuulit rrui « singlr nation btgin with the Unitrti Stat
Ibis wish ill of ft'ft row Hirers, it would br admsable lo btgin
wilb thai nation, since it is our by onr only that it ion br r

trniltil lo nil. VI imro 1 Mr circumniaiicn* 01 viiner I'HI
render it expedient to levy a revenue by way of impost <

commerce, it* freedom might be mo<litic,l In that particula
by mutual ami equivalent measure*, preserving it entire
nil others."

In this connexion permit me to remark, that ot

nation, at least, has shown a disposition to commeni
a system or free commerce with the United State
a« we will hereafter see, and that the nation, to
which takes nearly one-half of our entire export
and more than one-half of our agricultural export
Shall we meet her half way? Subsequently, in tl
same report, Mr. Jefferson says: "But should an

nation, contrary to our wishes, suppose it may lie
tcr find its advantages by continuing its system
prohibitions, duties, and regulations, it behooves i

to protect our citizens, their commerce and nat

gation, by counter prohibitions, duties, and regul
tions also. Free commerce and navigation are n

to be given in exchange for restrictions and vex

lions; nor are they likely to produce a relaxation
them."

Again:
"When once it shall be perceived that we are either

the system or In the habit of giving eoual advantages
those w ho eatinguish our commerse and navigation by d
ties and prohihitiona as to those who treat both with I

erality and justice, liberality and justice will bu convert
by all Into dntie* and prohibitions."
On the 4th of January, 1794, Mr Madison i

troduced in the House of Representatives his c

ehrated resolutions upon the same subject, design
to carry out Mr. Jefferson's views, and in t

speech which he made on the occasion, he thus e

dorsed them:
"He professed himself to b* a friend to the theory wh

gives to industry a free course, under the Impulse of
dividual interest and the gnMance of individual sagaci
He was persuaded that it would be happy for all nations
the barriers erected by prejudice, by avarice, and by t
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j polum, ware broken down, and a flee inUrcouiee eatabl
a ed among thein."

t Theee were the view* of theme two felhere of
b republican faith, end yet they ere aumetiinee quo
, ae the frtenda of levying dutiee diecriiuniaungprotection. I admit they conceded the pov
. of laying diecriminating dutie* under the pnwet
f regulate commerce, but only for commercial p
. posea It is true, irv oome caaea, they went eo

^ aa to admit, where any particular nation which
f oneroue reecricuona upon our trade waa exteiuivi
j engaged in a particular branch of manufacture*,
0 might levy heavy dutiee upon their productio
» Uui not fur the purpoee of permanently obatructt

commercial intercouree with her, but lo cauee
1 to relax her reelrictiona. In other worde, fur
I purpoee in the end of eecuring free treda, and i
x for the purpoee of obatructing it permaueeily.
e Having thua eeen for what purpoee, under
u power to regulate commerce, diecriminating dm
_ may be laid, let ua inquire if the tariff eu of h
t leviea (hem for any auch purpoaa. In lha act co
a mercial principlea are ee diaunclly loot «i(ht of
r revenue principlea ere. It givee uomperelimly f
i. (rede, on our part, to eome nauona in < xchgggc
n reetricluma: and reetricuona u> other* in ?&»
a for i«a|Mr«un fno trade And ihsp v oof"t|nation whose policy U should be to SNeourage
. mi mm nnresiricted commerce with the world;
l( done, loo, under the pretext of regulating cummer

I will not detain the committee by going throughi[ calculation ae to all the nationa with whom
have commercial intercourse. But it mould pre
the truth of what I havr aaaerted. A« an llualratn

t 1 take the oaoe of Uraat Britain and Brazi. Wei
ported to the latter place, of our own poidurts,

|_ the years 183b-'39, and -'40, $6,374,817 The i
a tiea levied and collected upon which, in ber poi
j were 41,496,297. Of throe export*, 43.599,1
n were of dour, principally from Baltimore and Kii

mood, and made of wheal, to a lar^e ettenl, fr
f my own district. The duty upon thia four, lev
p in the porta of Brazil, i* 48 J per cent, upon a fii
K minimum value of 49 '38 per barrel.which, as

commercial document of last yaar shows, is n
g double Ha real price, la other words, the duty li
. led is upwards of 80 per cent. Our imports for
,| same time were |13,411,489, of which fl 2,089,!
e were entirely free of duty! and the balance bear
n a very light duty. 1 have taken these three yebecause tliay were the last ihrse preceding the la
. act of 1842, for which, at thai timr, we had rstur
v and ihey show ths spirit in which thai act «

j paused. But I have examined the commercial d
, ument of last year, and the trade of that year d
it not vary materially from that of the three years
. ferrad to; and the variation, such aa it is, makes
. insauslity and want o( reciprocity still greater.
r now let us turn hi our trade with Great Bfiti
. For the year 1840.1 take that year alone beeaua
r will avoid too great a complication of caleulati

the others do not materially vary the result, a

n aa far aa they vary it at all, it it in favor of my an
. inent. For that year our exports to Great Brits
_ exclusive of tobacco, were fS0,t>24.98l; the dut
, collected were 45,822,946, or a little upwards of
ij per cent. The rate of these duties were, in ma

f instances, reduced before the enactment of our ta
k law of 1842; and most of them since have been
, lire y removed, or at any rate very much modifi
e For instance; of the 43,822,946 of duties collect
n 43.^47,880 29 were from cotton, the duty u[
n which was removed, even before the late mod if!

uon of her tariff was proposed; and much of
|| balance was from articles upon which there wai

reduction before that time. But without includ
|l these last, the average British doty upon our
r ports, exclusive of tobacco was about 5 pec er
,| And this was the law aa it stood before the
o modification proposed by the British ministry. T
j mndificatinn, which, before thia time, la doubtl
e the law of the land, abolishes, or very much
. duces, all the remaining duties, except upon tot
. ro;and, except an to that article, our trade w
,| Great Britain is already aa free a* she can make
.. But I may be asked why I except that article?
e the first place, the duty aha levies upon it ie noi

, raise up a rival production in her own Assritostss
a aaoiude ours. It is im>4 s protnliaajbll parel;
t revenue duty, levied upon what she considei
0 pernicious luxury; to enable her to collect whi
. she prohibits its cultivation, under seven! pent

actments, in the United Kingdom; but for which
nrtmenta it would be cultivated at home to neai

i_ or quite, a sufficient extent to supply her dema
,t Perfectly good tobacco can be made in the south
e counties of England, and most of Ireland. Indc

before the cultivation of it was prohibited, it t

r grown in Ireland to a very large extent. Th
i. to enable her to raise a large revenue from it,
y, gives the tobacco-growers a monopoly of her m

y ket, and some of the best informed merchants,
i_ gaged in the tabacco trade, are of opinion that 'I

y monopoly more than compensates the tobat
. grower for the heavy duty wnich is collected.
,f Let us now see upon what footing our trade w

her American colonies stands. To them our export
0 1840, including tobacco, of which there was a c

1 siderable export, were of the value of $5,537,0
e Total amount of duties levied, $187,920.betwi
I. three and four percent, only on their imports fr
,t us.

Now let us see what amount ofduties we li
i. upon our Imports from Great Britain under the p
e ent law. The average rate of duty, under the
o of 1842, upon dutiable articles, as calculated at

,r treasury, is 35 per cent, and a fraction. [See an

e al report, page 71.] But the average duty impo
upon imports from Great Britain, is much higl
as most of the articles, bearing a very high duty,

e imported from that country. Let us take a

c leading articles:
Imported from England. Hate of <

Value Per cer
Cloths and Cassimares $3,811,808 40

e Cotton good*, colored 7,l77,30t 43J
4" nncolored . 1.080,16*2 47

H Iron, fcc, - . . 3,730,407
Article* in most common use.vizi

e Woods screws -SO
I. Spikes, cut or wrought .... ltts
i. chain cables ....87

Other rhains ....101
Hoop iron lis

0 Banil jron. Stc. - ....70
:s Bar, manufactured by rolling . -75
N I liavo not had time to make an average for G
k Britain; but I ran safely say it is much higher t

r- the general average of 35 per cent. And, in

>f connexion, it is proper to mention that we tak
- much smaller amount of our free articles from G
e Britain than any other nation, in proportion to

aggregate imports. Wc imported from Great E
j ain last year, $44,687,859, of which only $1,61

801 were of free articles; anil, excluding, gold,
y ver, and copper, only $475,349 were of free artic

out of an entire import of $22,147,840 of free
cles, or only a little above 2 per cent We expo

y to Great Britnin last year $46,286,178, nnd imp
>g ed from her $44,687,859, of which hot a little n

more than 2 per cent, were free articles, y 1 have
c. ready shown the exports and imports to and fi
h Brazil, and the proportion which free articles 1

to the latter. From this statement the commi
can sec how every thing like a legitimate rcgula

n. of commerce is discarded in the tariff of 1842.
Sir, there is no disguising or disputing the

" that the tariff of 1842 was not designed as a c

J.', mercial law. But, if so, every correct principli
ly commercial legislStion is lost sight of. No, sii
>n was enacted for the purpose ofencournging menu
^ lures. And I deny that you have any power to

that under the'power "to regulate commerce." 11
(e

not conceive by what procera of reasoning mane
turea are made an incident to commerce. It ia a

n
tinct branch of huainoea, as much ao as comm

' itaclf. The three great branches of industry
' agriculture, manufacturca, and commerce. By

a* express provision of the constitution, jurisdictio
1C given to Congress over the last, but not over the

first. And when you see the power over comm

expressly delegated, you cannot conclude that

o(. designed to be conferred over the others by imp'
Jg

lion. On the contrary, the rules of constructioi

rj which I have adverted are fatal to any such con

a_
sion. And, air, it was not accident or inadverti

n| that the power over commerce was delegated,
a_

that over agriculture and manufactures was reser

0f It was by design; and the reason is obvious.
In the division of powers between the ger

government and the States, all such as relate to

jn external relations of the States arc delegated to

to former, and all such as relate to their domestic
In- cerns are reserved to themselves. Commerce

'Jjj foreign nations and between the States belongin
" the first class, hence jurisdiction over it ia delag
n_

to the general government. Agriculture and m

l" factures belong to the last, and hence junsdii
j over them is reserved to the Suites.

On the 20th of August, Gouverneur Morris,
n_

was one of the most eminent men in the convei

which framed the constitution, and the member
gavs the finish to the style end arrangement t

'fjj1 submitted, seconded by Mr. Pinkney, another
ity nent member, a series of proposition#, by whu

i< waa proposed to constitute ,several public offict
viz:

Unto
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ish ' #. Tha secretary ol domestic attain, who shall be a|> (pointed bv tbr I'reeident, awl held bis o«ce during plane ,,1 un It snail be kia July tu attend bu metleia ul gautial police Ike elate «/ sgruollaic wad munujai tut e» Ike o/isuiag »J rIf1 rands and iwiireiieu, sad Ike fariUlalmg .astsaeissoe/iuiss tfor thraugk Ike Uteiled tiluiee, an t be shall hum time tu una t
err recouiiuand such »«>. nea awl vetnMiihineuU as way Uwl ,to promote Uio.c objects

"U The secretary of coaimerca awl iuaucs, wbo Iball be J]ur- appointed by the lieeidenl, during |.leaaure It shall be hie 1far duty to SUpeillllelid all matters lelaUug tu the public hiasii |Sua, Ui piuposc nod report plaits of revenue awl £or theregulation of expenditure and also to recommend such 't,y things asnay, to hie judgment, promote the conneralal la- 1We tereats of the United 910100. t
oa. "4. The secretary ul loreigu attain, whoae duly it shall ebe to concspowl with (oresgu uiliusters, plepsre plana of6 treaties he.ler "6 The secretary of war, whoso duty shall be to nperiu nthe tend every tiling relating to the department ol war he 1
lot The. moratory of marine, whoae duty It shall he to su 9peunleud the public ships, dock yards, naval atoiea, he "

f;),« Tbeae eererui propoeiuone, thus imposingly eub- /
tea turned, were leferrtal to the committee of do- ptail; and we find in the culiatnuiion, aa 11 v

came from the committe, of which the mover of the ti
aa propoaiiinna waa the leading member, express pow- ,
rae er 11 conferred upon Congreee over eech of the aub- ,for jeeu referred to 111 them, except thoae in the eecturnlirid. Aa I iiava elraade ssi,l I Ui. .. . ..

accidental. The men who compoaad thai .x.nrentheUo" not the men to be guilty jrf i usd rentor
mi) of that sort. It le true the eonatituuon aid not protje<vide for the organization of theee departments, but
l a It conferred authority upon Congrees over the eubwejeeta, and left It to Congress to organize the dejsart,vemenis to lake charge of them.
on, From these proceedings it appears that the lead!X-ing members of the convention considered Ihesevforeral subjects referred to in these propositions as

Ju. equals in point of importance.as Subjects
ts, "rjuadam genn ts".of the tame class. And whea it is

139 evident that they so regarded them, and conferral]
eft. authority upon Congress over all of Ihem but two
nan in exprcm terms, can you, upon any Just principle
lei) of ronairuclion, infer that they meant to confer it
ted over the others by mere uupitceOonf it is impossible
the And in confirmation of this view, we And the! when
ear 'he Aral Congress came to organize the departments,
ev- they substantially adopted the suggestions of Mr.
the Morris, with the exception of tne second, which
)33 shows lhai they did not eupposa that jurisdiction
tng over the subject referred to in it was confided to
art Congress. Otherwise how can you svount for the
riff emission to organize such a department?
us, To show that the wise men of the convention did
res not understand that powsr waa conferred upon the
oc general government to protect manufactures, either
oes expressly, under the power to lay impost, or as an

re- incident to any other power, I refer lo a proceedthe,ng of the convention, which is very significant.
On the 13th of Septemlier, only three legislative

tin. days before the adjournment, when the business of
e it the convention waa through, in convention Cot.
on; Mason said:
nd, "tie had moved, without success, for a power to make
pu- turn(Unary regulations He had sol yet lost sight of hie oh

jrets. Alter descanting on the aairavagasee o! our manuals,thr rxevwive consumption el forvfgu saperauiliss .ua
the necessity ut restricting it. as well with saoeooiical ss

10 republican views he moved that t committee be appointed
,ny lo report articles of association for esconrsging. hy Ih if

or nre. l*» injtuenrs, end thr rjrumplr oi the mvmhera of the oonventiou,economy, frugality, and -feswicen ssenn/oeturr ."

ej Can anything be more conclusive than this? Had
pll so wis* a man as Colonel Mason thought that the
^ power was vested in the general government for this
ra- purpose, he would certainly have looked to legists
the "on' r,1'"r ,'IBn l^e voluntary association of genilo(
a men, to etTecl it. Hie movement was obviously the

last efTort of a gentleman reluctant to abandon a

ex' cherished object. To all this, the protectionists can

,nt only reply, that if the power to lay protective duties
a(r is not vested in the United States, it is so trammelled in
^al the Stales a* to be in feet extinguished', and that the
Mg Arel revenue bill imposing duties on imports recogre_mead in its preamble the right of the general goV(acemment to levy them for the purpose of proteelthUon'

j, In answer to this, all 1 can aay ia that I think
jp have ahown that the power lo levy imposts for the

t tf) purposes of protection does not exist any where exoqcept in the States under the reetrictione of the oonastitution. But the levying of imposts ie not the
re a on'y mode by which manufactures can be eueouraged.Il may be dans by bounties. It may
e|v| be done in a variety of othar ways, all within the
en- ' ,g|,'a"ve competency of the States. One of the
,j firat and mnat effectual laws passed in Great
_v Britain for the encouragement of the woollen nunuernfaclure was the one requiring the dead to be buried in
,c(j woollens. But suppose the power were entirely
...1 extinguished, it would not be without manv exam-

ug pies in our system. i

gj,g As to the cotemporaneous construction, so fur
lar- ^rom '^e tar'f °f recognising the principle of
en. protection, it does precisely the reverse. It is true,
.(jju in the preamble of the act, the necessity of en-

fo_ couraging manufactures is recited ts one of its ob-
jects. But it must be borne in mind that a

rj,j, preamble is no part of a law, and that it is
g jn not legitimate to refer to, even as an aid in construe-
on_ lipn, unless the provisions of the law are obscure,
15b. Where they are clear, you cannot refer to thepree'en"amble at all. Before I refer to the provisions of the
om tarifT of 1789. to show that it was anything but a

protective tariff, I desire to premise a few remarks.
evy If there ever was a time when a high protective
reg. tariff might with propriety have been laid, if the
law P°wer existed i if wn* 'n 1789. We had but a short

time before come out of the long and bloody war of
nu_ the revolution. It had been the policy of the mother
sed country to discourage manufactures in the colonies;
ler there had consequently few grown up in America.
arc During the war, our poople had suffered intensely
few f°r fi10 want their products. There was very

naturally at that time a strong wish that in any subIntysequent war me might not be in the same situation,
it. In addition to this, we had come out of the

war loaded with a heavy national debt, and
the great difficulty with the patriots of
the land was to raise a revenue to meet the engagements,and sustain the credit of the government.
If there ever was a time when e high tariff would
have been tolerated it was then. As there were
but few manufactures in the country, the foreign
articles would not have been superseded in the markethy domestic products. A high tariff at that time

real would have produced a large revenue, which was

l,nn so much needed. Besides, it would at the same

ty,jg time have given protection to the manufactures
en while they were in iheir infancy. Yet with all these
rent inducements to enact a high protective tariff, the
our average rate of duty in the one they did enact was 5J
!rit- por cent, only! and the highest rates imposed were

2| upon luxuries not produced at all in this country.
.jj. Yes, sir, this is the character of the act the fathers
|cs of the republic enacted at a time when the pecunia>rti-rV wants of the government were such that it was
rtC(j compelled to resort to direct taxntion at the expense
ort. of domestic discontent and actual insurrection. And
,or(! this they did rather than enact a tariff with an

a|. average higher than 5$ per cent. This is the law,
om R expression in the preamble of which is

seized hold ofas a recognition of the power of Contteegress to enact a protective tariff! But here is a

lion practical test of the character of that law. Gentlemensay it was a protective tariff. It was passed
fart when our manufactures were in their infancy, and
om- when they were weak. They are now in the full
b of rigor manhood, and of course require Iosr suprlt port than they did then. Will gentlemen now take
iflic. for their manufactures the protection which was

,i0 nccorded them then ? Sir, we all know they will
can- not- Why, sir, if we were now to propose such n

,fa(> rate of duty as was adopted in 1789, these gentlemen
jja. would be ready for open rebellion. They arc not

f,rce satisfied with a rate of duties on an average five
ftrc times as high. And yot they tell us about the act

nn of 17HSI being n protective larilt. aucn * tiling as

n ii a protective tiiriff never was heard of until 1816.
two But, air, the power to levy a protective tariff not
erce on'y ' without warrant in the constitution, but it ia
it ja most palpably in derogation of its spirit. In con[ica-"truing the constitution of the United States, like all
n to other instruments, you must not look to tie letter
iclu- only, but to 'h® spirit in which it was framed.to
snce the mischiefs designed to avoided by it; and yon

and must so construe it as to advance its object, and to

ved. "oppress the mischief. What were the abuses
against which our constitution was designed to proicralv'de? The whole of that grand movement, cemthemencing with the dawn of our revolution, and

the ending with the adoption of the constitution of the
con- United States, was set on foot to get clear of the
with ptl®* regulations, trammels, restrictions, and mo-nopolies with which the private pursuits of man

ated were hardened and harassed. It is a vary narrow

an,,, and contracted view of that movement to aup:tionprise that it was against any particular statute of the
British government. It was against the abusee of

who 'he British system.against the relics of feudal and
llion dark ages.among which were the legislative claim
who of interfering with the religion, the commerce, and
,f i, the private pursuits of the people. All this our fa.m)lthere thought wrong. They were of opinion that
ch it when government took effectual means to sncour!r>age industry, by securing to it its fruits, to aecure

property, repress violence, and discountenance
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raud.when a hail taken effectual meafie of aeeumgman in the unmolested liberty in hie person and
iroperty, that it had exhausted Its function. Forunaiely,the right of government to interfere with
uir religion la taken away in the moat emphaticnaiinsr But religion is a universal truth. It

unaffected by lime, place, or circumstances.
I'he true religion for one man i. the true religion of
ill. If it was not, therefore, fonts transcendent im

ortanoe,concerning as It doss a men's eternal lispuness,it would bs a fitter subject fur legislation than
he pursuits of industry, which are affected by soil,
limato, habits, taales, and a thousand things which
nakes it peculiarly proper that individuals should
lot be interfered with in ihetu by government,ndividual tastes, habits, and interests will alwsys
irect them to ths pursuits which they had better
allow without the interference of government.Ind lain in favor ofleaving every man in his industrial
wreuita, aa in his religion, lo work nut his own natationin his own way. Government is tnconipoanlto this business, and it cannot undertake It
nthout mischief What one of my constituents
rould allow me to regulate hie private pursuits/ It
a would not allow me, bow uiunh more reluctant
rould be be to allow a representative from Maine
Tessa/ Aad the Sams would Us tits caaa wuh

ham If co one (batrlet would consent that iUwn member, . t. UMlr waala and hsb!sshould control them tn thr.r nur.uiU,shy should they bp mors will..,, u». \ h ,jollcctivsly do it/
There is no policy on ssrth so fatal, particularly

n a free government, as that by which the psopb
re taught lo look up to and lean Ufam government
oo much. Adversity will sooner nr later befall all
lursuiU. Teach the [isople, on euch occasions, In
ely upon themselves, and you make them good
lUlsoat but learn them to look up to, and lean upin,the government, and when disaster comm. they
all upos the gortrniMnl, which ia powerleaa lo
iid without wrung lo others, and you bnsed dioLonlentand diaaffection. Thia ia particularly the
mac with manufactures. In them theie is a contant tendency in production to outrun consumpion.There is a constant tendency lo embarrassnent;and if gvoerfimeul interferes at all, whenever
t occurs, there is a clamor, and it is appealed to for
mora protection.
Before Congress determines to adhere to thejurtelictionof protection, I desire it to conaider lo what

t will lead. If you legislate at all upon thia matter,
your legislation must, and ought to, be complete. If
you take control of the subject of manufactures, you
must sooner or later puss all the laws incident to it.
Well, what ore they? More than half of the leglsalioflof Great Britain, and other manufacturing naiona,relative to manufactures, is in regulating the
tours of labor, the ogee at which persons shall entuga in them, Ac., Ac. There is 110 necessity for
lueh legislation here aa yet, but it will come. The
ime will rapidly approach, if you persorerein your present policy. When it does,
what will you do? Have you any pow:rto entertain any such legislation ? No
>ne will pretend that we have. Well, will you by
legislation drive and enuce labor into a pursuit, the
'uttural, indeed I may say the inevitable tendency
>f which is to make such legislation necessary,
when you have no authority to resort to it? Can
;hia be right? Is it right to legislate for the protecaonof the capital connected with this pursuit, when
you have no power to legislate for tne security of
he labor engaged in it? Will you say we will
eave this to the States? Then 1 say leave the
whole subject.
These views are so obviously correct, and they

ire in such exact keeping with our system of government,thai 1 do not believe any one not pertonillyinterested would controvert them if it were not
for a series of fallacies which the ingenuity of these
persons have enabled them to fasten upon the publicmind. As disagreeable aa is the task, I desire
to expose some or these And the first which I
ihall notice ere two advocated by the gentleman
from Massachusetts, [Mr. Winthsop ] I notice
them first as they are more immediately connected
with the qaestioei of constutional power which 1
have been diacussuig. That gentleman maintains
Eit "the real revenue tariff1 is the reasonable proUvetariff;" and lo sustain this postuon he as_nsthese reasons:

The productiveness of a revenue system depends not
»n any abstract principles, or arbitrary arrangement of
lutiee, but on the ability ol the people to import and
pay (or whatever they want from abroad. The consuming
ability of the people ia wrhat constitutes or csuaei the greatiifiervuee between the operation of one tariA and another
tariA, or between the operaUon of the same tariA at diA'ersntperiods."
And to corroborate them, he reads the following

extract from the London Banker's Circular:
"H is the amount which the aggregate imports into any

sountry may realiie, that constitutes the means of recjp.
local and beneficial exchange; and the amount wliich the
inports will realiie, depends entirely on the condition and
power Of the community at large to consume. The primn
ry object of the government of every country should he
:o devise means of enlarging the power of consumption by
in adequate remuneration for labor."
Now. air. I rendilv concede the nrnnnaitinn that

"the productiveness of a revenue system depends
on the ability of the people to import and pay for
whatever they want from abroad." And I also admitthat the course of policy which confers this
ability upon the greatest number of people promotes
that productiveness to the greatest extent. And I
maintain that the converse of this proposition is
true. About these propositions the gentleman and
myself do not seem to differ. But does he not see,
when he assumes that the protective policy confers
this ability to consume upon the greatest number,
that he begs the question, and assumes the very
pomt in debate? Now, sir, 1 contend that the freetradepolicy confers this ability to the greatest extent.And if 1 am right in this, 1 show that us unrestricteda system as possible is "the real revenue
tariff." I admit that a protective tariff will creates
laiger capacity in the manufacturing capitalists to

import and pay for whatever they wnnt from abroad,
by increasing their prosperity; and if they were the
country, the gentleman's argument would be conclusive.But unfortunately for the argument, they are

but a very small portion of the country. The censusof 1840 showed that, out of a population of upwardsof seventeen millions, only 791,740 were engagedin manufactures and tradu; and as I showed
in my argument on a former occasion, (on the harborbill;) in reply to another gentleman from Massa
chusetts, [Mr. Hudson,] more than half of the
whole number of these is of this latter class, who
are not benefited by a protective tariff. And a very
large portion of the ether half is composed of the
operatives, who, as has been frequently shown in
this debate, get no better wages under a protective
tariff than without it, and whoso capacity to consume,therefore, is not increased by it. I admit that
the capacity of the capitalist to consume iH uugmcntedby a protective tariff. But they are an exceedinglysmall class, and a class, too, whose ability to
consume, even under small profits, is such n» to enablethem to- supply all their wants. And an increaseof those profits rather adds to their clear gains
than to their consumption. They make more money,but they expend but little more. They are enabledto add to their capital rather than their consumption,by a protective tariff. So tho gentleman
must see that such a tariff adds very inconsiderably
to the capacity, even of the manufacturing class,
for consumption. As to all the rest, who compose
the great mass of the community, their capacity
for consumption is greatly impaired in the depressionof their prosperity. But the gentleman may say
that here, too, I am begging the question. I Will
prove my position by his own admission. He
maintains that the system which brings with it the

greatest amount of prosperity, creates the largest capacityfor consumption. 1 admit the truth of th£
proposition. But he cannot avoid admitting that
the converse of it is true, and that the system under
which the largest steady "ability of the people to

import and nay for whatever they want from
abroad," hasjumformly existed, is the one which
bring* with it the greatest prosperity to the greatest
number. The truth of these positions cannot be denied.The gentleman virtually admits them. Now
let us turn to the facts, snd see under which system
this greatest capacity for eonstimntion has existed
The records prove, that from 1789, when the first
tariff was passed, down to this day, the imports retainedfor (tome consumption have been comparativelysmaller under high duties and compartlively larger
under low. How will the gentleman account for
this upon any other supposition, than that the peopleenjoyed more prosperity and had a larger capacityfor consumption under the latter system than
the former? Will he say that the consumption was

not lesa during the periods of protection, tnough the
Imports were*.that the deficiency of the latter was

more than supplied by the products of our own factories,brought into existence by the tariff? He will
find that the imports were constantly increasing, as
the duties were going down, under the compromise,although, as I shall hereafter show, the building of
factories continued to progress at the same time.
And he will find, too, that the imports fall off immeI

.
.

1

diatcly ator tfce passage of the lantl oi 1*4-',
much eoonar than it was possible fortm
(rvwu up to etipaiy (he deAaimcy. No, an; the Irue
reaeuu for the falling ofT of unpenU is, thai lbs proa
(Mjniy and ability of the great uww of the ootuinuui
(y has regularly riaeo or fallen a* the duiu a Itavt.The great uuuw of the community are agriculturists,and those whose prosperity i» dependent u hmj that
d'the agin ulluusl, and the amount of the export*and lire price of his products have regularly i imiii or
fallen as the duties have. I showed llna i myspeech on Uie harbor bill, and 1 have no dispoaiNonhi repeat now what 1 said then. 1 have thus shown,
upon the gentleman'e own premises, lhathis conclusion,that-'the real revenue tariff is the protectivetariff," is not suatained, and tliat the reverse of the
proposition te true.
The rcatleiuan from Mu suchuacits, [Mi Wis

rumor,] in reply u> the argument thai the lanlT |«>lieyis partial in Us operation, and therefore unjust;says thai Uie business of manufacturing is not conhnedto any (mrhcular tonality; ami lie reins afew factories in Virginia, North Carolina, Georgia,and even Mouth Carolina. It u true, lln-re are afew straggling factories in those Slates; hut at 111,does he not know that it is a business essentially lotah.and,consequently, thai the advantages of protectionare aactioiiah This I showed in a speechwhich 1 delivered in the House of Delegate.! of Virginiaon the ich of March, 1M4'J. Oil thai iK.aUouT Mid:
"Lei than-be lie mistake un this point. Ilehosgvarsthai many supposes ihui tlx | IfllM Marru lbslumber of aiauuliirtuiaa which arc t.u«uu<ll>) a lent viprotection in the south sod the uorlh it ot I err greatVVe have la Vfrgfnts, for instance e few cotton ta.-torieswhichM S manor of caruwity to the community end, forIhel reason, are suited by aliuoat rvsryliody II is »rfaaturrd, theretors, thai the aatrut of this ustabliah.uentsshould bo overrated Ms had mods >oun cal ul.tim.* ,ksaed upou the Ute ransui. the result ol wh . h hr wouldprssaat to the Mouse lu Miasm hu.rtts ilutrm titer

pereoaa eugaged is agriculture and Wilis in manufacture*ud trades shout au ousel eumtwr in own pursuit, (au i.i.a .*
ihcit m .owi vilgltgr.l a. J ... j I11,OW In aauafcctaro* awl t.n.l.i, bring lltan > >fauna mm rus«a..i la tlx latfur y.i..u>t lb in the luraicila Virgiaia Here in 111,771 ebii|i>i lit agi ..'ulnar* ur 1li !7o in m«uul»i'luir. and liudaa -sow*r<i* ol iuurtron lu

a*, dad it nun be borso la miod that lho». oiwagod iaMuuidcturoa and Irwlva in Virginia ara not of ih.n daw
* t.ich ara baocdiad } a land ul umirctioii I III) ai«U. ;«»» *!». akuooxk. . 40., wIluN lultfl
aa iliolr puroafiTrtgO**. u *Untu *! wiili tU« i^iii'uliuiMt,
Ii#a. aa laoy on Uirourlvrtrind with by foreign coin|M*titbo nuaaafofla/aa Phil thoy ara of tmavM'l lb*WnW «>
lha fori UmI in aoatarn Virginia. whore our rolloabntUl ''X
turea aaut, Ibara ara *Ji.W7 «ngogrd in agiiculturo. amialy t.ouu in m*uul«rturu# aodtiadaa- upwarda ol loity Hubla vua, wboroo* in wnalaru Virginia, wbci* thorn arescarcely nay manufacturing sslanUshmi -,ti th. >. am
PU H44 engage] ia agriculture. and IS.StS In manufacture*and tradna not i|nilc ain loraoa Ha hod manual ths ral
cuialwuto liia outtn laumilarturmg diatrict. ruuipriaing.Viaaaachuaalti. IlhoJn lalaiid. loiuiac tacul. I he loulhani adialricl of Nam York, Now Jersey, noil eaat I'aunay Ivauia,and ha found thai thorr war* a little upnar fa "It-',
gaged iu agnculture to one engaged in mainline turea andirndaa, ia heieaa in the at* Ilie Mates. rvniprialug Virginia,North I arolnia, South t aioluia, Uawrgia. Aial .un*, Mnaia
ippl, Lvuiaiana. and Arkansas. than are eighteen, lili'.etynine hundredth* or near niootero angage t in agneultiir*.for eaory one eugagad iu ntahufacturca and tradna, and jloublleaa thvoa aagagad in tho lattor plaraulta Were priocipoilyof tha eUaa oTjoiner*, aoulha, Inc., who are not Unelilad hy a tariff of protaction"
The gentleman any a that we ought not to complainif advantage* arc conferred upon the manufacturers;thai the purauit ta open to u*, mid that if wc

do not choose to engage in it on our own aotJ, we
can purchaae atock in the northern lactones. .

Hut, air, we cannot do it. We > nnnoi engage in
manufacturing to advantage, on my rolh .> rue [ Mr.
Hsooom] has conclusively shown in his sdmtrshle
speech. Besides, if we were to attempt it, we
wouUl require protection sgsiust th' north, inuun
facturers more then against the foreign. They have
got the start of us, and they enjoy all the lulvaiit* h J
over us which they say Knghinu enjoy over t!. in
They are already established, nnil they hove
more experience and capital. liul tin; nm. lustve
snewer is, we do not desire to do it. We are Mresdyengaged in agriculture. It is more rougeniul
to our taates and haoilt. And all wennk is that we
ahall not be driven from the pursuit wo prefer to
engage in one we do not.
Was it, Mr. Chsirmsn, in mockery thai the gentlemaninvited us to purchase stocks in these fsclories,if we thought they were making large profits?I should have thought so if 1 did not know that the

gentleman i* incapable of amusing Ion t If w rh th
misfortunes of others. But it look t very much lik.
It. We complain that our pursuits arc rendered un- iprofitable by the undue advantages given to them,
and they tell us to sell out and join thru.' Unfortunatelywe cannot do so. Our capital is laud and
negroes, and wc ask how are we to turn (hem into
factory stocks? They tell us, sell out. But to
whom are wc to sell? To persons who have the
same inducement to avoid the pursuit th it we have
It was not designed as such, but it looks very much
like mocking the calamities they have pr lured.

1 had occasion to expose several of these tariff
fallacies in my speech already referred to on the h*.
hor bill, particularly that protection was n. cess&ry jfo secure us agaiast the pauper-labor ol liump*.gnd that manufactures afford us our best marieel for our agricultural produce. 1 should like fo
elaborate these views more fully, but I have not
time to do so. Buf there are a few oilier of
these fallacies which have been pressed prominentlyin this debate, which I desire to notice.

1st. We are told that no nation has ever growngreat which did not resort to the proln livo policy,and wc are pointed particularly to Grcnt Britain
On the contrary, I say, most of the nations which
have grown to wealth and greatness, have been exiLfinsivi»lv mmnwrriol' urhinU 1«» ...ui.

the restrictive syil«m. And of nil the nations of
the earth England's experience is the best refutation
of the position taken, and to sustain which her exampleis quoted. Of all the nations she has rnj iyed free trade to the greatest extent. Her colonies
are located in every hemisphere and in every clim*
With them her trade is free. In other words, for «
long time she has enjoyed free trade with a grererextent of country and with a larger number of peoplethan any other nation. Hence, in part, her greatness.
Turn from England with all her greatness to

Spain, a country than which none is more blessed
by nature or p.ore cursed by man. Ilrr picture is
drawn so graphically by Mr. W. Brown, of Liverpool,in a letter to J. H. Pntton, esq., M. <!., which
he has had the kindness to send me in » commum
cation, for which I greatly thank hirn, that I adopt
it in place of anything less satisfactory frem myself.He says:
"Let those who think well of protection nut prohotionlook to Spain. In that great but wretchedly govxpan!kingdom, proloction and prohibition have brought Into rxir

teuce one hundred thousand armed smuggler who sobtimes arc an overmatch for the military, tie con.toyswarms with brigands-, robberies are frequent; and it a,,
pears that three hundred thousand people nre depending fot
a living on Illicit trafHa. Custom-houses produce compartlively Tittle, and the nation is bankrupt. Krom this pictureturn to Holland, a country frocr from coinmerrial restraint
than any in Kurope, except Switzerland, where they have
no custom houses at all. In Holland, person und property
are safe, lahd more valuable than in Knglan.t. there nre no
poor rates, no beggars, us government employs the idlewhilst the inhabitants enjoy a Itigh degree 61 comfort, etc,
ligation, and wealth; and Switzerland, with obvious dla»
vantages of climate and position, carries on a prosperoiftrade, and boasta a happy, brave, contented, and independentpeople."

But the strangest of all is, wo are nskctl to imitateEngland in u system the existence of which s!>
regrets, and which, for a long time, she has been
struggling to throw off. We nre asked to imitate
her in errors which she has herself .discarded.
And we are asked to persevere in the restrictive

system as the means of making us independent of
foreign nations. In the first place, 1 suy it is tint »

desirable, if practicable, to make one nation entirelyindependent of the rest. It is with nations as with
individuals, a reasonable dependance of one uponthe other is desirable. It was the wise ordinance of
an all-good God that man should not be entirely independentof his fellow-man. it is their mutual dojjpcndance upon each other which keeps society togetherand lends it all its value and charm. What
is true of individuals is equally so of nations. A imutual dependance between them is the security for
the performance of those offices which make their
intercourse agreeable, and is the most effectual rtccu

rity for keeping the public peace. We hnve lardy
hod a striking illustration of this Who doubts that
but for the mutual dependance to a grent extent of '

England and the United States upon each other- but
for the faet that they are able to do each other so
much good in peace and an much harm in war, that jwe would now be involved in it with all its desola
lion and all its horrors ?
We are told of the coffering we will undergo in a

war, witli England particularly, for the want of
manufactured good* But free trade will prevent ,the war, and thereby the Buffering. Besides, what
would be the extent of the suffering, if the calami'
should befall us ? Our imports of manufactured pducts bear a proportion to our domestic prod "t

about one-sixth. So in time of war, if our im
were entirely cut off, our supply wouM nniy bo
short one-sixth. All we wouhl have to d... th efore,to remedy the evil, would be to enforce an
economy becoming such a condition All we would
have to do would be to make five coats Insi as long
as six ordinarily do. This would not tic :i -ipv

hardship. And in the case of Great Britain, with
whom near half of our commerce ia conducted, she
would rather suffer from her dependence upon us,in time of war, than we upon her. We could do
without her manufactures during the war, as I have
shown, but how would she do without our cotton
and provisions?The greatest, however, of aft these fallacies is,that men ncriv.s mark low miens. We are gravelytold by manufacturers, that a protective tariffmakes manufactured goods cheaper, and agrtculmfftanltnMedU pggv 5)88.]


